Architectural projects often attract diverging political expectations and evolve into relatively structured areas of dispute or political arenas. This chapter investigates the role of architecture within such arenas in the town of Maastricht, the Netherlands.
As a conceptual prelude, and in order to give credit to the influential role of architecture in political interaction, I now try to grasp a twofold question. How is dispute both localized and materialized in political arenas? These issues in turn call for three shifts in perspective.
First, one requires theoretical lenses that help the analyst to localize politics and to circumscribe the entire life cycle of political arenas. For this purpose, Fligstein and McAdam (2012) recently put forward the theory of strategic action fields (TSAF). Essentially giving an agencybased elaboration of Bourdieu's field theory (1992, 1993) , the authors argue that a subject of competition can resolve and hold in place revolving structures of political interaction. Indeed, as a first application of TSAF in the realm of architecture, my Maastricht case studies show that the theory can help to pin down given social structures and strategic actors. The combination of localized and contextualized accounts, here applied to architectural debates, coincides with a long-lasting polemic of science and technology studies (STS) against Bourdieu's (field) theory (Knorr Cetina 1981; Callon [1987 Callon [ ] 2012 Latour 1988) . David Hess (2013) critically reviews this line of attack and, contesting it as a tradition, advocates that field theory may well help to contextualize the STS focus on agency. I argue that a fresh impetus to this debate can come from Fligstein and McAdam's (2012) advances, particularly when it comes to the study of agency in relation to fields and materiality.
As a second shift in perspective, however, buildings are not only the object of agency and context. Architecture itself can shape the given political arenas. A correspondingly bi-directional perspective of architecture and society, particularly in Thomas F. Gieryn's (2002) paper, opens yet another line of attack against Bourdieu (and others). Gieryn's (2002) claim that buildings shape and are shaped by surrounding debates allegedly goes beyond most prominent theories on structure and agency. I will review whether this holds true for more recent theoretical applications in architecture and for TSAF, and come to ambivalent conclusions. Given the benefits of STS, my interest in the material facet of fields and skills draws my attention to the concept of heterogeneous design (Callon [1987 (Callon [ ] 2012 Gieryn 2002; Law [1987] 2012). Thus equipped, I claim that, while considering field theory for the study of architecture, the more suitable concept of agency comes from STS. The resulting framework, admittedly a patchwork of STS and field theory, cannot remove theoretical tensions between the two. Yet it abides by Gieryn's (2002:39) advice that 'an institutional analysis of buildings as
